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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is response to application 10/710,699, filed on 7/29/2004, amendment 
filed on 8/10/2006. Claims 1, 5 and 11 are currently amended. Claims 1-12 are 
pending in this application. 

Applicant's remarks filed 8/10/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The applicable rejections from the prior office action are incorporated 
herein. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Salem et al. (5,636,130). 

3. With respect to claims 1 and 7, Salem teaches a method and a machine 
readable medium carrying one or more sequences of instructions to determine whether 
an integrated circuit operates at a clock speed (Col 1, lines 12-28, i.e. determining 
design's clock speed), said integrated circuit comprising a combinatorial element, 
wherein execution of said one or more sequences of instructions (Col 6, lines 42-49, i.e. 
sequences of instructions) by one more processors contained in said system causes 
said one or more processors to perform the actions of, and said method comprising: 
determining a load offered by said combinatorial element when an output path of said 



Application/Control Number: 10/710,699 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2825 

combinatorial element switches in response to a vector provided as an input to said 
combinatorial element (Col 4, lines 1-10 and Col 1, lines 60-66, i.e. determining the load 
associated with the selected gate, wherein gate switches states in response to a signal 
change on its input, Note: a state-switch on a combinatorial element [i.e. gate] may or 
may not cause a change on the output path); and performing a timing analysis of said 
integrated circuit by associating said load to a prior element driving said combinatorial 
element (Col 3, lines 20-38, and Col 2, lines 25-43, i.e. discussion of timing 
analyzer),(also see Col 7, lines 37-40, i.e. the load associated). 
4. With respect to claims 2 and 8, Salem teaches all the elements of claims 1 and 7, 
from which the claims depend. Salem teaches: determining another load offered by 
said combinatorial element when an output path of said combinatorial element does not 
switch in response to a vector provided as an input to said combinatorial element (Col 4, 
lines 1-10 and Col 1, lines 60-66, i.e. determining the load associated with the selected 
gate, wherein gate switches states in response to a signal change on its input, Note: a 
state-switch on a combinatorial element [i.e. gate] may or may not cause a change on 
the output path); and performing another timing analysis of said integrated circuit by 
associating said another load to said prior element (Col 3, lines 20-38, and Col 2, lines 
25-43, i.e. discussion of timing analyzer, wherein load and input rise time are in 
association, and input rise time is associated with a gate immediately preceding the 
gate under consideration). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 3, 4, 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Salem et al. (5,636,130) in view of Sun et al. (US PG Pub 
2005/0268263). 

7. With respect to claims 3 and 9, Salem teaches all the elements of claims 2 and 8, 
from which the claims depend respectively. Salem does not teach: said timing analysis 
is performed when said integrated circuit is being analyzed for hold time violations of 
sequential elements contained in said integrated circuit. However, Sun teaches: said 
timing analysis is performed when said integrated circuit is being analyzed for hold time 
violations of sequential elements contained in said integrated circuit (pg 1 , paragraph 
[0010] and pg 2, paragraph [0030], i.e. in order to fix hold time violations of sequential 
circuit cells, timing analysis is performed on the circuit design). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate Sun into the invention of Salem 
because Sun improves the invention of Salem by giving consideration to hold time and 
setup time violations that may be created by gate propagation delays that are either too 
short or too long (see pg 1 , paragraph [0006]). 
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8. With respect to claims 4 and 10, Salem teaches all the elements of claims 2 and 

8. from which the claims depend respectively. Salem does not teach: said timing 
analysis is performed when said integrated circuit is being analyzed for setup time 
violations of sequential elements contained in said integrated circuit. However, Sun 
teaches: said timing analysis is performed when said integrated circuit is being analyzed 
for setup time violations of sequential elements contained in said integrated circuit (pg 

1 , paragraph [0006], i.e. violation of setup time requirements for sequential cells). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate Sun into the 
invention of Salem because Sun improves the invention of Salem by giving 
consideration to hold time and setup time violations that may be created by gate 
propagation delays that are either too short or too long (see pg 1 , paragraph [0006]). 

9. Claims 5, 6, 11 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Salem et al. (5,636,130) in view of Sun et al. (US PG Pub 
2005/0268263) and in further view of Van Brunt (4,527,249). 

1 0. With respect to claims 5 and 1 1 , Salem teaches a method for characterizing a 
load offered by a cell on an input pin, wherein said cell is contained in a library, said 
method, and machine readable medium comprising: measuring a capacitance of said 
pin when said pin when said first set of input vectors are applied to said combinatorial 
element (Col 4, lines 1-6, i.e. determine the load [capacitance] associated with the 
selected gate -in light of Col 1, lines 60-67, i.e. response to signal change on input pin); 
and associating said capacitance to said pin if said cell is to be characterized for setup 
time violation (Col 7, lines 35-40, i.e. discussion of gate capacitance getting so large as 
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to increase gate's propagation time, which is directly related to setup and hold time 
violations). Salem does not teach the relationship between a changing propagation 
time and setup/hold time violations. However, Sun teaches the relationship between a 
changing propagation time and setup/hold time violations (pg 1, paragraph [0006], i.e. 
discussion of setup and hold time requirements). Salem in view of Sun does not teach: 
determining a first set of input vectors that would cause an output path of a 
combinatorial element to switch, wherein said combinatorial element is contained in said 
first cell and connected to said input pin. However, Van Brunt teaches: determining a 
first set of input vectors that would cause an output path of a combinatorial element to 
switch, wherein said combinatorial element is contained in said first cell and connected 
to said input pin (Col 9, lines 43-69, i.e. discussion of using a particular gate's input 
values and assigned truth table to determine whether an output changes). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate Sun and Van Brunt 
into the invention of Salem because: Sun improves the invention of Salem by giving 
consideration to hold time and setup time violations that may be created by gate 
propagation delays that are either too short or too long (see pg 1 , paragraph [0006]); 
and Van Brunt improves the invention of Salem by providing a method for which to 
determine which input values cause a gate to switch states in response to a signal 
change on tine input pin(s) (see Salem, Col 1, lines 60-68, i.e. discussion of switching 
states, and its relationship to propagation delay). 

1 1 . With respect to claims 6 and 12, Salem in view of Sun and in further view of Van 
Brunt teach all the limitations of the claims from which they depend, respectively. 
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Salem teaches: measuring a capacitance of said pin when said second set of input 
vectors are applied to said combinatorial element (); and associating said capacitance 
to said pin if said cell is to be characterized for hold time violation (Col 7, lines 35-40, 
i.e. discussion of gate capacitance getting so large as to increase gate's propagation 
time, which is directly related to setup and hold time violations). Salem does not teach 
the relationship between a changing propagation time and setup/hold time violations. 
However, Sun teaches the relationship between a changing propagation time and 
setup/hold time violations (pg 1 , paragraph [0006], i.e. discussion of setup and hold time 
requirements). Salem in view of Sun does not teach: determining a second set of input 
vectors that would not cause said output path to switch. However, Van Brunt teaches: 
determining a second set of input vectors that would not cause said output path to 
switch (Col 9, lines 43-69, i.e. discussion of using a particular gate's input values and 
assigned truth table to determine whether an output changes). 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's remarks filed 7/28/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

1 3. Applicant asserts that the prior art made of record does not teach or suggest: 
determining a load offered by said combinatorial element when an output path of said 
combinatorial element switches in response to a vector provided as an input to said 
combinatorial element. Examiner disagrees with this assertion. 

Examiner points out that Salem teaches: determining a load offered by said 
combinatorial element (i.e. determining a load associated with a selected gate, Col 4, 
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lines 3-5) when an output path of said combinatorial element switches in response to a 
vector provided as an input to said combinatorial element (i.e. gate switches in 
response to a signal change on its input pin, Col 1 , lines 64-66). 
14. Applicant asserts that nothing in Salem shows or suggests the utilization of a 
different load for combinatorial element when the output path switches in response to 
vector. Applicant goes on to say that nothing shows or suggests that these results [i.e. 
load and rise time] vary upon whether or not the combinatorial element is made to 
switch or not. Examiner disagrees with this assertion. 

Examiner points out that Salem suggests that the load may change if the 
propagation time of a gate changes because Salem states that propagation delay of a 
gate is a function of input rise time and load (Col 2, lines 29-31). Also, Salem suggests 
that when the gate switches, its propagation time may change, thereby changing the 
load measured on that gate during the gate state change. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Suchin Parihar whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6210. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jack Chiang can be reached on 571-272-7483. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





Suchin Parihar 
Examiner 
AU 2825 



